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Introduction​: The role that mentalized affectivity plays in the relationship between 
romance love and relationship satisfaction was investigated. ​Methods​: 504 participants 
completed three measures: Mentalized Affectivity Scale, Adapted Triangular Love Scale, 
and the Relationship Assessment Scale. ​Results​: A number of relationships among the 
variables was found. However, the processing variable of mentalized affectivity did not 
moderate the relationship between the intimacy and relationship satisfaction variables. 
Conclusion​: Possible reasons for this finding are discussed. Results show the importance of 
modulating ability on romantic relationships: being better skilled at modulating one’s 
affects and emotions predicts greater intimacy levels in relationships as well as greater 
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This dissertation is an examination of the role that mentalized affectivity plays in 
the relationship between romantic love and the satisfaction of romantic relationships.​ ​It 
originated out of my long-term interest in romantic love and romantic relationships. How 
do we love? Who do we choose? Why do relationships work or not work? What sustains 
relationships?  
My prior research was about how women form primary romantic relationships. 
During the years of 2002-2006, I conducted a qualitative study and interviewed a small 
cohort of 10 women to find out about their romantic relationships; I wanted to know why 
they felt they were in their relationship and why they thought that this relationship 
“worked” or didn’t “work”. At the time, the women were my cohorts: all between the ages 
of 28-40, residing in New York City or its boroughs, and were all in a relationship of at least 
a year’s duration. The self-identified gay, straight and bisexual participants were 
interviewed twice and each interview was an hour and a half (Hegsted, unpublished 
research). Through this study, I found that the women’s reasons for choosing to be in their 
respective relationships had no one discernable reason. Moreover, the reasons might be 
best described as each woman needed ​the​ aspect of her wished for romantic relationship 
present in the relationship, and if that aspect were going well, the relationship was 
satisfying to her but if that element was not present or was unsatisfying, the relationship 
was in danger of ending. For example, if the participant’s ideal was to have a career in 
which she traveled frequently and her mate helped her fulfill this desire by taking more 
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care of their children and supporting her ambition, the participant in the study was likely 
to feel more positive about the relationship despite other non-ideal issues in the 
relationship that were not as central to her relationship goals. 
In order to understand more about relationships that “work” or “don’t work”, it is 
important to examine literature and research about relationship satisfaction. In this 
current study, I am interested in participants’ self-reported subjective experiences about 
their romantic relationship and how their emotional regulation skills, as expressed through 
their mentalized affectivity, impacts their relationships. Researching this topic may further 
our understanding of how to help couples who wish to remain together but are facing 
challenges in their relationships. Research on mindfulness, and on meditation and the way 
that it changes the brain over time, shows that participants become less impulsive about 
their emotions and better able to watch them in their minds rather than enact them, 
demonstrating that regulation of emotions improves a variety of factors including 
relationship satisfaction (​Curtiss, Klemanski, Andrews, Ito, & Hofmann, 2017). 
These ideas led me to become interested in how mentalization and mentalized 
affectivity intersected with my  interest in romantic love and relationship satisfaction. It 
provided a way to think about the internal processes that enable individuals in couples to 
emotionally regulate as well as to engage in processes of co-regulation (Lavner & Bradbury, 
2010). Mentalization is defined as having awareness and the ability to be attuned to one’s 
own thoughts and feelings as well as the thoughts and feelings of others. In their book, 
Affect Regulation, Mentalization and the Development of the Self, ​Fonagy, Gergely, Jurist and 
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Target (2002) first describe the concept, mentalized affectivity. The authors defined 
mentalized affectivity as: 
Here we distinguish between affect regulation as a kind of adjustment of affect 
states and a more sophisticated variation, where affects are used to regulate the self. 
The concept of “mentalized affectivity” marks a mature capacity for the regulation of 
affect and denotes the capacity to discover the subjective meanings of one’s own 
affect states. Mentalized affectivity lies, we suggest, at the core of the 
psychotherapeutic enterprise. It represents the experiential understanding of one’s 
feelings in a way that extends beyond intellectual understanding (p. 5). 
 
Mentalized Affectivity has three components: ​identifying ​affects and emotions, 
processing/modulating ​affects and emotions, and ​expressing ​affects and emotions. 
Identifying emotions is concerned with naming emotions and distinguishing emotions from 
each other, for example, determining whether one is experiencing fear or surprise. 
Processing/Modulating emotions is concerned with modulating and refining emotions. 
about the ability to reevaluate our emotional experiences. For example, finding it easy to 
notice when one is feeling numerous emotions at the same time and using this 
self-knowledge to be mindful of our affective state. Expressing emotions focuses 
specifically on both outwardly and inwardly communicating affects. In other words, this 
component might mean either telling someone about one’s own emotional state or sorting 
it out in one’s mind. 
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I am interested in examining whether aspects of mentalized affectivity are 
associated with relationship satisfaction. As I researched this idea, I became interested 
specifically in the role of processing/modulating emotions as it affects relationship 
satisfaction. I want to know if better attunement to one’s own self-states and to the mental 
states of one’s partner better equip one for success in a romantic relationship. I think that 
people who score high on the three components of the Mentalized Affectivity Scale (MAS: 
Greenberg, Kolasi, Hegsted, Berkowitz, & Jurist, 2017)​ ​will have greater ability to know 
when to mentalize and when to simply engage with their partners and allow themselves to 
experience their feelings as opposed to thinking about their feelings. I wonder if 
participants who scored low on the MAS will have more difficulty sorting out the inevitable 
conflicts that arise in love relationships due to a lack of skill in processing/modulating their 
own emotions and therefore experiencing much difficulty modulating their experiences 
with self and other. Finally, I am interested to examine the ways that these processes are 
related to relationship satisfaction and/or to romantic love. 
Research from the adult attachment literature has shown that the desired partner 
traits in a long term relationship are attentive, warm and sensitive qualities (Zeifman & 
Hazan, 1997). This finding matches up with Sternberg’s Intimacy component of his 
Triangular Theory of Love (Sternberg, 1986, 1988, 1997, 1998a, 1998b). Romantic love, 
has been shown to be positively correlated with relationship satisfaction (Contreras, 
Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1996) and, more specifically, all three of the subscales of the 
Triangular Love Scale (Intimacy, Passion and Decision/Commitment) are associated with 
relationship satisfaction (Lemieux & Hale, 1999; Overbeek, Ha, Scholte, Kemp, & Engels, 
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2007). In fact, Intimacy showed some of the highest correlations with relationship 
satisfaction, compared to other components of romantic love. 
Tani, Pascuzzi, and Raffagnino (2015) write clearly about the ways that positive 
emotional regulation is correlated with intimacy in romantic relationships, detailing the 
ways in which the ability to regulate emotions serves as a protective factor for maintaining 
intimacy in one’s relationship. This suggests that the Intimacy subscale of the ATLS may be 
a particularly important factor in relationship satisfaction.  
It is also important to examine how mentalized affectivity, specifically the 
Processing/Modulating component, relates to and is affected by relationship satisfaction. 
Fitness (2015) states that “emotional expressiveness is important to adaptive relationship 
function” (p. 304). Fitness highlights the fact that emotion management, such as cognitive 
reappraisal, is an important element of maintaining satisfying relationships. This emotion 
management is very similar to the modulating component of mentalized affectivity, which I 
am proposing is a key factor in relationship satisfaction. As described above, there is also 
evidence that links the ability to modulate emotions to relationship satisfaction. A number 
of researchers have found that high levels of emotion regulation predict high levels of 
marital satisfaction. Additionally, a ​positive correlation has been found in many studies 
(Bloch, Haase, & Levenson, 2014; Eisenberg, Hofer, & Vaughan, 2007; English, John, & 
Gross, 2013; Levenson, Haase, Bloch, Holley, & Seider, 2013)​ between emotional 
modulation processes and relationship satisfaction further supporting this connection.  
While intimacy and modulation of emotions have been shown to be related to 
relationship satisfaction, thus far no research has been conducted that examines the role 
5 
 
that mentalized affectivity plays in the relationship between aspects of romantic love and 
relationship satisfaction. Thus, in this study, I aim to provide some insight into how 
emotional regulation, as looked at specifically through the processing/modulating 
component of mentalized affectivity, affect romantic love and relationship satisfaction and 
their interrelationship.  
An inability to modulate emotions leads to experiencing them as overwhelming, 
including emotional experience in romantic relationships. Therefore, for people with low 
modulating ability their satisfaction in relationships is not likely to be associated with 
emotional intimacy, since that will be a negative experience for them (Jurist, 2018). In 
other words, I believe that low modulators will not show a strong relationship between 
emotional intimacy and satisfaction in their relationships. Therefore, I am also interested in 
the ​interrelationships​ of romantic love, mentalized affectivity and relationship satisfaction. 
My prediction is that the MAS variable Processing/Modulating will be the link between 
intimacy and relationship satisfaction.  Specifically, I expect to show that a greater capacity 







This chapter provides an overview of literature that is relevant to the study of the 
role that mentalized affectivity plays in the relationship between romantic love and 
relationship satisfaction. First, several theories of love will be examined, with the main 
focus on Sternberg’s Triangular Theory of Love and his theory’s three components of love: 
Passion, Intimacy​ and ​Decision/Commitment​. The study will then focus more specifically on 
research conducted on love and relationship satisfaction. Then mentalized affectivity and 
related psychodynamic concepts will be discussed as they relate to the topic of romantic 
love and relationship satisfaction. 
Romantic Love 
Elaine Hatfield is one of the most important scholars of the last half-century 
regarding subjects of love, attraction and issues related to the study of intimacy. Hatfield 
began writing about love and attraction in the late 1960s and continues to publish in the 
field.  Her work with Ellen Berscheid formed a crucial foundation for the field of 
relationship science (Berscheid & Hatfield-Walster, 1969; Berscheid & Walster, 1978) and 
Hatfield has continued to advance the understanding of love, passionate relationships and 
attraction (Hatfield, 1988; Hatfield, Bensman, & Rapson, 2011; Hatfield & Rapson, 1993; 
Hatfield & Rapson, 2008; Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986). Hatfield was the first social scientist 
to write about two aspects of romantic love, ​compassionate ​or ​companionate love ​and 
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passionate love​. Passionate love is described as the intense feelings at the beginning of a 
relationship. 
A state of intense longing for union with another. Passionate love is a complex 
functional whole including appraisals or appreciations, subjective feelings, 
expressions, patterned physiological processes, action tendencies, and instrumental 
behaviors. Reciprocated love (union with the other) is associated with fulfillment 
and ecstasy. Unrequited love (separation) with emptiness, anxiety, or despair 
(Hatfield & Rapson, 1993, p. 5). 
They state that “companionate love (sometimes called ‘true love’ or ‘conjugal love’) 
is a far less intense emotion. It combines feelings of deep attachment, commitment, and 
intimacy” (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993,  p. 3).  Hatfield and Rapson further state that 
companionate love is “the affection and tenderness people feel for those with whom their 
lives are deeply entwined” (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993, p.3).  As with passionate love, 
companionate love is also comprised of many different subjective feelings, action 
tendencies, modes of expression, and behaviors.  
As a field, psychology is centrally concerned with our own and other’s  thoughts and 
feelings. It is curious to note that until Hatfield and Berscheid’s work beginning in 1969 
passionate love relationships were not studied as their own distinct category. Eventually, 
Hatfield went on to co-develop the first passionate love scale (Hatfield & Sprecher,  1986). 
Love relationships have been and are currently being researched by many disciplines 
including social psychology, clinical psychology, biological psychology, and sociology.  The 
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study of relationships is thriving within psychological science and this is largely the result 
of work by Hatfield and Berscheid (APA award for their lifetime contributions to the field, 
2012) . 
Lee (1973) was also a pioneer in the psychological study of love. He proposed that 
there are six styles of love. These consist of three primary styles: ​Eros​ (passionate romantic 
love), ​Ludus​  (game-playing love), and ​Storge​ (friendship-based love), as well as three 
secondary types of love that are combinations of the primary styles. The secondary models 
of love are: ​Pragma​ (practical love), ​Mania​ (possessive love), and ​Agape​ (altruistic love). 
Lee refers to his love styles as the ​color wheel of love ​(1973)​. ​There has been some 
empirical support for this theory of love, (Engle, Olson, & Patrick, 2002). Lee did not 
empirically test his theory himself.  
Crastnopol (2006), in her theory of sexual love, states “there are not just one but at 
least three separate, ​discriminable​ coupling urges -- lust, romantic love, and what has 
variously been called emotional attachment, companionship or dependency” (p. 690). 
Crastnopol’s theoretical ideas did not deal with the idea of commitment in romantic 
relationships.  Rubin (1970) proposed a theory of love that delineates liking from loving 
and goes on to state that the three elements of romantic love are: Attachment, Caring and 
Intimacy. Fisher (2004), among others, also proposed theories of love.  
Sternberg’s research and writing about romantic love (1986, 1988, 1997, 1998a, 
1998b) has resulted in a widely referenced theory entitled The Triangular Theory of Love. 
This theory attempts to describe the commonalities involved regarding whom we love, why 
we love and why we stay or leave a relationship, and thus he created a paradigm resulting 
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in a three-sided model of love.  In this theory, Sternberg outlines how we love and also how 
we create, and continue, or end our romantic relationships.  
Sternberg (1998b) also proposed another significant theory that he believes 
describes our romantic relationships. In his Love as a Story theory, he proposed that we 
have various love scripts in our minds that influence and shape the ways that our love 
relationships are created and unfold. He believes our love stories, the history of our stories, 
difficulty changing our story, and how they influence and control the outcome of our 
relationships is central to how we love.  This theory discusses Sternberg’s understanding of 
our psychological reasons for choosing the partners that we do (we need someone to enact 
our own self-created love scripts), and the reasoning behind our entering into the types of 
relationships that we do. Though this theory is nuanced and interesting, especially when 
thought about in a dynamic way, for the purposes of this study, we will focus on Sternberg’s 
Triangular Theory of Love (1986) as it is a more complete theory which describes the main 
components responsible for creating and maintaining a romantic relationship.  
Sternberg’s Triangular Theory of Love 
Sternberg’s primary theoretical idea is that love relationships are comprised of 
three components and that the pairing up of these three factors with those of our partner 
determines our satisfaction with the relationship.   Sternberg uses a triangle with passion, 
intimacy, and commitment each forming one side of the triangle to illustrate his theoretical 
ideas. Each of these components is described by Sternberg in ten separate elements.  For 
instance, he defines the component ​Intimacy​ as both “desiring to promote the welfare of 
the other” and  “having mutual understanding with the loved one” (1986, p. 7.)  The 
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intimacy elements deal with feelings of closeness and connectedness.  The ​Passion 
component is described as involving “a state of intense longing for union with the other” 
(1986, p. 8). Sternberg states that passion is “largely the expression of desires and needs-- 
such as for self-esteem, nurturance, affiliation, dominance, submission and sexual 
fulfillment” (1986, p. 9).  Lastly, Sternberg discusses the third component of love, ​Decision 
and Commitment​, as having two aspects: a short term and a long-term component.  “The 
short-term aspect is the decision to love a certain other, whereas the long-term one is the 
commitment to maintain that love” (1986, p. 11).  He goes on to state that because there 
are three central components to love relationships they combine to form seven different 
kinds of love relationship possibilities.  The author describes in detail each of the seven 
combinations (Table 1). These are: ​liking​ (solely intimacy), ​infatuated love​ (solely passion), 
empty love​ (solely decision/commitment), ​romantic love​ (intimacy plus passion), 
companionate love​ (intimacy plus commitment), ​fatuous love​ (passion plus commitment), 
and ​consummate love​ (intimacy plus passion plus commitment).  
One’s own love triangle is made up of what levels of intimacy, passion and 
decision/commitment one experiences in their relationship. Sternberg places much 
emphasis on the overlap of how each partner’s triangle is shaped. Each lover’s triangle 
contains the lover’s feelings and thoughts about his/her state of mind regarding the 
passion, intimacy and commitment components in the relationship. Sternberg contends 
that the most satisfied and content relationships are the ones in which the couple’s 
triangles are similar in size and shape.  In other words, satisfying relationships are those in 
which each partner’s expectations and desires are similar and are being met by the 
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beloved.  This theory states that as our triangle’s shape or size differs from our partner’s 
love triangle, our sense of dissatisfaction or discontentment in the relationship grows. 
Sternberg goes on to describe the many different variations of despair we face when our 
triangles are mismatched with our partner’s desired traits in a love relationship. One 
example of this might be when one partner desires commitment in a relationship that is 
passionate and the partners share intimacy, but their lover does not wish for them to be 
committed to one another.  Their individual love triangles would overlap in two 
dimensions but be misshapen due to differing wishes and ideas about commitment in their 
relationship.  
Sternberg’s three categories incorporate two-system theories about love, theories 
which separate love into two categories, e.g. liking and loving (Rubin, 1970) or passionate 
and companionate (Hatfield et al,. 1986), while also adding a third category, 
Decision/Commitment. This addition allows the researcher to study how couples decide to 
continue or end their romantic relationships.  Therefore, in this study,  I will be using 
Sternberg’s Triangular Theory of Love (1986) as the primary measure of romantic love. 
Below, I will discuss other theorists’ ideas about the three constructs Sternberg uses, as 
well as my own thoughts on them.  
Passion 
In this section relevant theorists’ ideas about passion as a construct will be 
discussed. When two people meet and their interest is sparked in each other, many 
theorists agree (Armstrong, 2002; Fisher, 2004; Hatfield, 1988; Mitchell, 2002) that 
attraction and sexual desire are activated first. Hatfield designed the first passionate love 
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scale in 1986 (Hatfield & Sprecher, 1986)​. ​She describes passionate love as fleeting and 
states that “as a relationship matured, however passion began to fade into the background. 
After a while, what seemed to matter most was companionate love, commitment and 
intimacy” (Hatfield &Rapson, 1993, p. 95).  
Fisher (2004) describes many biological components involved in whom we love, 
how we make that choice and why we do it in that manner. The author points out that we 
are more primitive than makes most of us comfortable. The nature and chemistry of 
romantic love is most often initiated by the way a love interest looks, moves and smells. 
She states that we first notice and are aroused by the physical.  
Fisher’s theory (2004) is that for both men and women much of the drive to be 
lovers is based on our primitive biological hardwiring.  According to Fisher we wish to 
connect in the same ways our ancestors did. Men choose women based on hip-to-waist 
ratio, facial symmetry, and youthfulness. Women choose men based on height, 
commanding presence, and ability to provide. Fisher explains that we unconsciously 
choose potential partners this way regardless of age and/or whether or not we are looking 
for a partner in order to have children. (It should be noted that the author does not 
describe how we chose mates if we are not heterosexual and/or non-gender normative.) 
This contradicts the romantic idea that love is about a magical blend of sex and romance as 
Fisher states we are innately hardwired to be drawn to romantic partners based upon 
these innate drives. 
In his book ​Lust​, Blackburn (2004) discusses in depth the passion or “heat” aspect of 
love and successfully argues that we must acknowledge the importance of  this human 
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emotion.  Blackburn argues that lust is very important and embodies an element very 
necessary for adult human romantic connection: play and desire.  One of Blackburn’s main 
assertions is that the 17th century philosopher Thomas Hobbes got something about lust 
perfectly right.  He goes on to call this finding “Hobbesian unity” or ​pure mutuality​.  He 
quotes Hobbes,  
The appetite which men call LUST…is a sensual pleasure, but not only that; there is 
in it also a delight of the mind: for it consisteth of two appetites together, to please 
and to be pleased; and the delight men take in delighting, is not sensual, but a 
pleasure or joy of the mind, consisting in the imagination of the power they have so 
much to please (p. 87-88). 
Indeed, something about the delight we find in the other and in pleasing the other is almost 
always needed as the “kick-off” to the falling in love process. Armstrong (2002) points out 
that passion or lust may have little to do with the final necessary tasks of being in a love 
relationship and creating a life together, it is a task crucial to the formation of sexual love 
relationships.  In sexual love relationships, it is usually the first months that are the most 
passionate (Hatfield & Rapson, 1993). 
Blackburn (2004) states “We want ourselves to be loved for ourselves, not treated 
as blank canvases on which a lover inscribes his or her own dreams and fantasies” (p. 101). 
The idea of thinking of this as a part of the category “lust” is one that is intriguing.  It 
highlights that the idea that we would like to be desired for something specific to us- that 
we in particular are longed for- and treads into the idea of need.  Therefore these feelings 
can give way to dependency issues as feeling needy of another person  in particular, 
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engenders us to need specifically from that one person.  And this exposes us to 
vulnerability and fear about not being given to by them  in the way that we need. 
Crastnopol (2006) states that the way that we “rub up against each other” (p. 688) 
physically and emotionally is a crucial aspect of the way romantic love transpires. Her 
article brings to the foreground issues regarding the fit of lovers both emotionally and 
physically, how all aspects of our emotional selves are “rubbed” by our lover and how this 
can feel very pleasing or unsatisfying.  
Goldner (2006) states that the act of attachment provides a secure base to explore 
the erotic, in contrast with her interpretation of Mitchell’s argument that the killer of 
eroticism is attachment (Mitchell, 2002). Goldner (2006) argues that much like the toddler 
with the secure base, who can venture further out because she is securely attached, so can 
the securely attached lover take more sexual erotic risks in the relationship because of the 
inherent safety one has in a long-term secure relationship. 
Intimacy  
This body of work is important to the research as it is concerned with elements of 
intimacy and partnering. Intimacy is a subjective feeling and experience.   There are endless 
ways that one engages in developing and maintaining intimacy.  Sternberg (1998) 
describes intimacy as constructed of ten elements: desiring to promote the welfare of the 
loved one, experiencing happiness with the loved one, holding the loved one in high regard, 
being able to count on the loved one in times of need, having mutual understanding with 
the loved one, sharing oneself and one’s possessions with the loved one, receiving 
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emotional support from the loved one, giving emotional support to the loved one, 
communicating intimately with the loved one, and valuing the loved one. 
Armstong’s ​Conditions of love: The philosophy of intimacy​ (2002) describes in 
powerful ways what it means to be close to another. One point that the author makes 
frequently is that love is a desire to be recognized by another as the person who we think 
that we are (p. 59). This sentiment is echoed by Mitchell (2002) who writes extensively 
about the theme of one’s wish to be seen in a way we find pleasing. But Armstrong also 
points out that many of the reasons we fall in love with someone have little to do with 
creating a life with that person. Armstrong points out that we look for someone in whom 
we see ourselves reflected. The author states that we need the other to mirror back to us 
some version of ourselves that we like and can believe in, through their eyes. Perhaps it is 
that the other provides some illusion for us or an illusory version of us that we ​both​ like. 
Perhaps ​exactly ​who we are isn’t important, but that who the other sees in us and gives 
back to us through their eyes is extremely important. 
Armstrong (2002) goes on to discuss that our initial feelings of love have little to do 
with long-term attachment. I disagree with this theory.  His idea was that the hot fiery 
flare-up of love doesn’t have much to do with what we may need to have in order to have a 
long-term relationship with another.  I think that this would be true if we were all choosing 
partners in our early years.  However, as time goes on we find ourselves attracted to others 
with whom we feel we can have enough of “it all” and I think spend less time focusing on 
intimate others with whom we realize we can only last a short while. 
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Mitchell’s book entitled ​Can Love Last? ​(2002) is a seminal psychological treatise on 
love outlining his thoughts on sustaining love, and intimacy and attachment .  Mitchell 
investigates numerous themes regarding how to navigate love relationships, and how our 
ability to remain connected lovers is impacted over time.  Mitchell also highlights the role 
that aggression plays in relationships: 
Aggression is the underbelly of desire, and this is one reason romance is so fragile. 
Sustaining romance requires tolerating a sense of vulnerability and aggression.  The 
deeper the passion, the more precarious the vulnerability and the more potentially 
destructive the aggression.  The capacity to contain aggression thus is a 
precondition for the capacity to love, and sustaining romantic passion requires a 
delicate balancing act (p. 141). 
 
Kernberg has written extensively about aggression in love relationships 
(1991, 2004, 2011). Here Kernberg discusses the aggressive component of 
sexuality:  
This aggressive component of sexuality, which also shows in other things, is both 
helpful and harmful. It is helpful in the sense that it gives the special spice to sex. 
Exhibitionistic, voyeuristic, fetishistic, masochistic, and sadistic tendencies are 
absolutely normal in early infancy and childhood. Later on they get integrated into 
the genital feelings, but they always remain as an important potential for sexual 
play, fantasy, and interaction, and for the expression of all kinds of conflicts around 
love and aggression and power and dependency. If you achieve sexual freedom, this 
means also the freedom to treat each other as objects (1991, p. 32-33). 
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While further discussing aggression, Kernberg (2004) warns of the danger of not 
successfully managing the natural aggression in romantic relationships: “​I ​have defined 
perversity as the recruitment of love in the service of aggression, the consequence of a 
predominance of hatred over love; its essential expression is the breakdown of boundaries 
that normally protect the love relationship” (Kernberg, 1991, p. 46). 
I believe that successful management and integration of aggression in relationships 
will increase relationship satisfaction as if the aggressive feelings remain split off and are 
not incorporated into the relationship by the couple, these unconscious impulses will put 
the couple in danger of breaking up as the hateful feelings will feel too threatening. 
Intimacy is about the process of being close as well as allowing for separations in that 
closeness (Perel, 2006; Aron, Melinat, Aron, & Vallone,1997). 
Another factor in romantic relationships is how to allow space within the dyad.  As 
one cannot be always aligned with a partner, in terms of how close or separate each 
partner would like to be, figuring out how to allow for space in relationships is an 
important aspect that lends itself to relationship satisfaction. As intimacy is concerned with 
the process of . 
Mitchell (2002) writes about intimacy and love from a different angle than 
Armstrong, highlighting that more of our ultimate fear in love is about letting ourselves 
really love. Mitchell states that this is scarier than finding someone with whom we have 
initial passion. He argues that the danger is not in the beginning stage of the relationship, 
but in creating a long relationship in which we work out our issues with the same person, 
day after day, and continue to break and repair with them over and over again. 
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The author describes the early passion being easier than the formation of a solid day 
to day love. Romantic infatuation, we are told, is most usefully mellowed into something 
less intense and more stable.  “But the road from being ​in love​ to ​loving​ is no easy route. 
Cliffs on either side plunge the would-be lover rapidly into the most hateful feelings and 
actions of which we are capable“ (p. 119).  Similarly, Armstrong (2002) argues that it is an 
achievement to fall in love, not a given. We cannot make ourselves feel either lust or love 
for another; we can understand our feelings and wish for them to be different, but we 
cannot create them. 
Attachment theory as it relates to our love relationships is concerned with the 
notion that our attachment to our lovers is rooted in our primary attachments to our 
parents.  We unconsciously either seek to recreate the patterns or dynamics which existed 
in our first love relationships, that with our parents, or to form new patterns with partners 
which heal the wounds that were created in our parent-child relationships. In the last 
decade the contemporary ideation about attachment needs has changed. Attachment needs 
are recognized as an integral part of our adult love relationships, encompassing our need 
for safety and security with our beloved. 
The volume ​Attachment and Sexuality​  (Diamond, Blatt, & Litchenberg, 2007) 
provided a necessary stepping-stone in the literature. Prior to the publication of this book, 
attachment literature had primarily looked at attachment as something that was in the 
domain of mother and child. And while attachment literature may not incorporate one’s 
totality of experience in a relationship as fully as object relations literature is able to do, 
this book provided a step in that direction. The most salient article for this dissertation’s 
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purpose is Eagle’s paper also entitled “Attachment and Sexuality” (2007). He makes the 
argument that the “integration of attachment and sexuality is a developmental challenge 
that is met by different people with varying degrees of success depending, in part, upon 
their individual attachment pattern” (p. 28). Eagle writes about how one’s attachment 
organization influences the degree to which one is able to integrate passion and 
attachment.  His main argument is, building upon the general attachment theory idea that 
our early attachment patterns are transferred to our current partner, that individuals with 
insecure patterns of attachment transfer those feelings to a lover in a more unresolved 
fashion. Eagle goes on to state that lovers with more secure attachment styles will be more 
likely to have made the internal developmental transition such that their partner is their 
current attachment figure.  He argues that these individuals are less likely to unconsciously 
respond to their lover as an incestuous parental figure. Conversely, those individuals who 
have not navigated this developmental shift as successfully are more likely to respond to 
their lover in a way that conjures up their parental object. 
Eagle (2007) makes the argument that the split between love and desire can be 
reframed as a split between attachment and sexuality.  He initially describes the differences 
as being between Freud’s views on attachment and sexuality and that of Mitchell’s (2002) 
contrasting views on the division between love and desire.  He reminds the reader that 
Freud’s view of understanding the split between love and desire is in understanding the 
incest taboo.  
Looking at recent research literature on love and emotional intimacy, intimacy and 
emotional regulation have been shown to be correlated. ​Tani et al. (2015) found that 
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emotion dysregulation negatively affects intimacy in a couple’s relationship. The authors 
found specifically that the perception that partners were open to intimate dialogue with 
one another was disrupted when the partners were emotionally dysregulated. The authors 
also reported that this emotional dysregulation predicted fears of dependency and control 
as well as a fear of emotional involvement; participants who had difficulty with their own 
emotional regulation avoided intimacy and expressed fears of being controlled by their 
partner. Tani et al. concluded that these results emphasize that having good emotion 
regulation is a significant protective factor of intimacy within relationships. 
Decision/Commitment  
In this section I will look at the process of whether or not partners decide to commit 
to one another, either for a short while or for a long term relationship.  Mitchell (1998) 
states that marriage is a “hazardous arrangement, an undertaking not for the faint of heart” 
(p.571). The description that marriage as “hazardous” is striking as marriage is often 
thought of as a safety zone vis a vis love.  Mitchell’s description of it this way highlights the 
element of risk involved in the ultimate relationship commitment: marriage. 
If one has passion and intimacy, but one partner does not want a committed 
relationship and the other does, this often makes a life together untenable and the 
relationship ends.  Sternberg points out that commitment can mean different things and 
reminds readers that short term commitment is “I am deciding to be with you now” and 
long-term commitment is “I am deciding to be with you now and for the future.” (Sternberg, 
1998). As most theories of love do not include a concept like Decision/Commitment, there 
is less data on this construct within a theory of love.  However, there are theories on 
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relationship commitment; the most cited and commonly referred to theories of 
relationship commitment are: Levinger’s cohesiveness theory, Rusbult’s investment model, 
and Johnson’s tripartite typology (Agnew, 2009). These three theories differ, but they all 
have the common element of understanding that relationships continue because of things 
that pull one to stay in a relationship and also because of reasons that one has that make us 
not want to end the relationship. 
 
Empirical Research Related to Romantic Love 
Scores on the subscales  of romantic love as measured by Sternberg’s Triangular 
Love Scale are reliably related to a variety of important constructs including biological 
markers of love and Relationship Satisfaction (Hoesni, Subhi, Alavi, & Wan Azreena, 2013; 
Lemieux & Hale, 1999; Overbeek et al., 2007). In particular the subscale Passion score was 
highly correlated with marital satisfaction (Hoesni et al., 2013); Passion scores were also 
highly positively correlated with increased reproductive success (Sorokowski, Sorokowska, 
Butovskaya, Karwowski, Groyecka, Wojciszke, & Pawłowski, 2017). 
Lemieux and Hale (1999) have shown that the subscale scores of passion, intimacy, 
and commitment on Sternberg’s scale are positively correlated with relationship 
satisfaction. The authors separated the results by gender and it was shown that for women 
the correlations with satisfaction were .61 for passion, .78  for intimacy, and .74 for 
commitment. Respectively, men’s correlations were .66 for passion, .83 for intimacy, and 
.72 for commitment. These findings demonstrate that aspects of romantic love are 
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associated with relationship satisfaction.  Overbeek et al. (2007) have also shown that 
Sternberg’s three love components are  positively correlated with relationship satisfaction.  
Relationship Satisfaction 
Healthy romantic relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) are associated with 
physical health and happiness, while unhealthy romantic relationships are associated with 
sexual dysfunction, less physical health and less emotional well-being (Kiecolt-Glaser & 
Newton, 2001).  In one study, relationship satisfaction was negatively associated with 
maladaptive traits such as negative affect and detachment (Descuyper, Gistelinck, 
Vergauwe, Pancorbo, & Fruyt,  2016). As expected, marital dissatisfaction is strongly 
associated with divorce (Gottman & Levenson, 1992). Overbeek et al. (2007) have shown 
that Sternberg’s Intimacy component is positively correlated with relationship satisfaction 
in adolescents. This finding is significant to this study as it further demonstrates how the 
research elements of intimacy, relationship satisfaction and mentalized affectivity are 
interrelated. 
The construct of commitment is also highly correlated with relationship satisfaction 
(Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988). As romantic relationships are a central aspect of 
adulthood, understanding how to have satisfying relationships and how to sustain these 
relationships is of great importance. 
Relationship length is an important factor in the study of relationship satisfaction. 
Sternberg​ ​(1986) states that the scores of three relationship components are highest in 
early relationships and that scores in all three dimensions decline over time. Similarly, 
Davis states that premarital couples and couples in early marriage report the highest 
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relationship satisfaction and goes on to state that relationship satisfaction declines over 
time with a significant drop in satisfaction coinciding with the birth of their first child. 
Other research has also found relationship quality tends to level off over the course of time 
(​Hülür,​ & Costano, 2019). Similarly, Lavner and Bradbury (2010) found that relationship 
satisfaction was higher in early stages of the relationship. Due to the demonstrated effect of 
relationship length on satisfaction, this will be examined as a possible influence on 
relationship satisfaction. 
Interestingly, marital satisfaction was also correlated with emotion regulation 
(Eisenberg, Hofer, & Vaughan, 2007; English, John, & Gross, 2013; Levenson, Haase, Bloch, 
Holley, & Seider, 2013) It is important to note, that relatively few studies have examined 
emotion regulation in relationships (Levenson et al., 2013) and of the studies that do exist, 
the majority of these studies were conducted with married individuals. In this present 
study, a large sample of adults (504) in romantic relationships, who are both married and 
unmarried, will be studied. In addition, the sample will include ages 18-65 so as to look at 
adults in various life stages. I am hopeful that these changes in the subject pool, (e.g. not 
being comprised of only college students or only married couples) will yield results able to 
be applied to a heterogeneous population. 
Emotion Regulation 
Emotion regulation is an important topic for researchers to understand as the 
ability to regulate affects so many areas of one’s developmental story. There are two 
important models of emotion regulation: the process model and the mindfulness model. 
The process model of emotion regulation (Gross, 1998) is defined by five different 
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components that occur in succession as one experiences a situation and emotions unfold 
and we have to deal with either an internal or external situation. The five components are: 
situation selection, situation modification, attentional deployment, cognitive change and 
response modulation/affective suppression. Gross divides these emotion regulation 
components into those that are antecedent-focused (situation selection, situation 
modification, attentional deployment, cognitive change) and response-focused (response 
modulation/affective suppression). 
The concept of mindfulness as a mode of emotion regulation was developing 
concurrently along with the process model. Mindfulness is generally defined as referring 
“​to a psychological state of awareness, the practices that promote this awareness, a mode 
of processing information and a character trait….we define mindfulness as a 
moment-to-moment awareness of one's experience without judgment. In this sense, 
“mindfulness is a state and not a trait” (​Davis & Hayes, 2012, p.64). As these two constructs 
were developing along in a parallel fashion, some theorists have focused on ways to 
integrate pre-existing ideas of mindfulness and emotion regulation (Chambers, Gullone & 
Allen, 2009; Roemer, Williston, & Rollins, 2015).  
Bloch and his colleagues (2014) ​used data from a 13 year study that followed long 
term married couples, who were in their 40s-50s as well as 60-70s, to study the connection 
between marital satisfaction and emotion regulation. They found that high levels of 
emotion regulation predicted high levels of marital satisfaction. The researchers 
specifically found that if wives were able to downregulate negative emotional experiences 
this led to both high levels of current and future marital satisfaction. There was no 
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correlation between husbands’ ability to downregulate negative emotional experiences and 
marital satisfaction which is an interesting finding.  
Mentalization. ​Mentalizing, an aspect of emotion regulation, is concerned with 
one’s ability to think about one’s emotions and thoughts and the thoughts and emotions of 
others​. ​Fonagy (2018) discussed the dimensions of  mentalization: 
Mentalizing is not unidimensional. It can be organized around four polarities, each 
with its own relatively distinct underlying neural circuits (Fonagy & Luyten, 2009): 
(a) ​automatic ​versus ​controlled ​mentalizing, (b) mentalizing with regard to ​self ​or 
others​, (c) mentalizing based on ​external ​or ​internal ​features of self and others, and 
(d) ​cognitive ​versus ​affective ​mentalizing. Automatic mentalizing refers to fast, 
parallel reflective processes that require little consciousness or effort, whereas 
controlled mentalizing involves more conscious, deliberate and serial reflective 
processes. The focus in mentalizing can be the self (including one’s embodied 
experiences) or others, and can involve inferences based on external features of 
others (e.g., facial expressions) or direct assumptions about one’s own mind or the 
mind of others (externally–internally based mentalizing). Finally, full mentalizing 
involves the integration of both cognitive knowledge (i.e., agent- attitude- 
propositions) and affective input (i.e., affective-state propositions) (Fonagy 
&Luyten, 2018, p. 3). 
In discussing “theory of mind”, Fonagy (2001) describes how a caretaker, can, by 
allowing an infant to witness the caretaker’s mind in use, both for the caretaker but also for 
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the use of the infant, help the infant understand that she too has her own mind, and her 
own thoughts. Mentalization is a way of describing the ability to think one’s own thoughts 
and have one’s own feelings as well as to acknowledge and appreciate that others are 
engaged in this process as well. Jurist (2018) also puts forth the concept that we are 
dependent on others with regard to emotion regulation. 
Coregulation in Adult Relationships. ​A number of theorists (Butler and Randall, 
2013; Jurist, 2018; Reed, Barnard, and Butler, 2015; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2003) discuss 
emotion regulation as a mutual process of coregulation that occurs between partners in a 
relationship. Shaver and Mikulincer (2003) also discuss in their research that we are 
engaged in processes of coregulation in our romantic relationships. This idea is that as we 
become intimate partners, we are attuned and alerted to the emotional and mental states of 
our partner and vice versa, and as such each side engages in a mutual regulation of the 
other.  In the conclusion section which follows, this idea will be linked to mentalized 
affectivity.  
Further, Butler and Randall (2013) define ​coregulation​ as the mutual regulation of 
affective states that occur between partners, who effectively raise and dampen the mental 
and emotional states of their partners through their interactions with each other. In their 
article, Reed, Barnard, and Butler (2015) also show that partners in couples coregulate 
each other’s emotions resulting in what is traditionally described as positively regulating 
one another’s emotional states thereby increasing well-being, sometimes by raising 
positive emotional states and sometimes by dampening negative emotional states. 
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Interestingly, these authors also define the term ​codysregulation​ and use this term as the 
process of partners dysregulating one another’s emotional states.  
In her work, Benjamin (2007) describes the importance of ​mutual recognition​ in 
relationships which she describes as  “the reciprocal, mutually influencing quality of 
interaction between subjects—two way streets” (p.1). This idea of mutual recognition has a 
related feel to the ​Processing/Modulating​ component of mentalized affectivity. I think it is 
also similar to the component ​Expressing​ emotions, in an inward capacity, of mentalized 
affectivity.  
This idea that emotional regulation is relational is highlighted by Jurist (2018) who 
writes about self-regulation being an achievement stating:  
Yet self-regulation is an achievement, and accompanied inevitably with some pain. 
Yet, self-regulation can exist and be sustained only by means of after co-regulation, 
which recedes but never simply disappears (p.32). 
 Jurist writes this in the midst of discussing a young woman’s coming of age and her 
relationship with her mother. It is interesting to note the cyclical nature of co-regulation. In 
childhood we hope to be co-regulated by our parents, we then emerge to a state of 
self-regulation and then hopefully incorporate co-regulation again in our adult romantic 
relationships.  
There are many different ways that researchers have investigated emotional 
components and their connection to relationship satisfaction. Fitness states (2015) that 
“emotional expressiveness is important to adaptive relationship function” (p. 304). I 
believe that this refers to one’s capacity for mentalized affectivity, as seen in this statement: 
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Maintaining satisfying relationships also depends on the effective management of 
emotions such as anger and hostility, not only via emotional suppression but also via 
cognitive reappraisal of disruptive events such that blaming, anger-eliciting cognitions, 
and emotions are reduced or replaced with more positive cognitions and emotions (p. 
307). 
In this statement, Fitness highlights the fact that emotion management, such as cognitive 
reappraisal, is an important element of maintaining satisfying relationships. This emotion 
management is very similar to the modulating component of mentalized affectivity, which I 
am proposing is a key factor in relationship satisfaction. Additionally, though Fitness uses 
different terms here, this is a different way of discussing the need to manage aggression in 
love relationships discussed earlier in this study (Kernberg, 1991, 2004, 2011; Mitchell, 
2002). 
Mentalized Affectivity.  ​In this section, the theory involving mentalized affectivity, 
and its relationship within this study, will be examined. Mentalized affectivity is a 
theoretical term which refers to a specific kind of emotional regulation. Mentalized 
affectivity involves identifying emotions, processing or modulating emotions, and 
expressing emotions (Greenberg et al., 2017; Jurist, 2018). Jurist (2018) states that 
“mentalized affectivity is a specific kind of mentalizing that is most germane to 
psychotherapy” (p.2) and goes on to say that it “bears some kinship to ‘emotion regulation’ 
but emphasizes that emotions are mediated through the prism of autobiographical 
memory” (p.2). Later Jurist states that “a helpful way to think of mentalized affectivity is as 
joining the domains of mentalization and autobiographical memory” (p.97) . Jurist explains 
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that our own histories and autobiographical memory deeply and intrinsically influence our 
specific way of engaging in mentalized affectivity. Indeed, these personal memories are the 
ones that we modulate, rework and revalue throughout our lifetimes.  
The component in mentalized affectivity, ​Identifying,​ is concerned with one’s ability 
to name and discern one’s emotions and the emotions of others.  The process of emotional 
granularity, a process of experiencing finely tuned feelings (Barrett, 1998; Feldman, 1995a, 
1995b) is a helpful concept to consider while people are in this stage of thinking and feeling 
about their specific thoughts and feelings and thinking more precisely about which mental 
states one is experiencing. It is having the ability to sort out the specificity of similar but yet 
different emotions; is one is feeling happy or delighted, anxious or fearful? Barret proposes 
the idea that the better one is at emotional granularity, the better one is at emotion 
regulation. For example, while in midst of an upsetting conversation, one might feel flooded 
with intense affects in general. In order to move away from this flooded experience, 
identifying one’s specific emotions will help to return to a place of being able to mentalize 
again about the situation. The next component, ​Processing/Modulating​ emotions is the 
component most important for this study. Modulating emotions is defined as not simply 
concerned with upregulating or downregulating emotions, but also involves the process of 
reconsidering emotions which often leads to revaluing them. In this modulating process, 
autobiographical memories are re-experienced and the emotions associated with these 
memories are considered anew. One example of this aspect of modulating emotions at 
work is the common reconsidering and revaluing of one’s relationship to one’s parents 
after becoming a parent oneself.  
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The final component of mentalized affectivity is ​Expressing​ emotions. It is important 
to think about expressing as both an external and internal exercise. This component 
examines how we are able or unable to express our thoughts and emotions to others; and, 
as importantly, how skilled we are at expressing our thoughts and feelings to ourselves. All 
three of these components are linked by our own agency with emotions. This agency is 
expressed through all stages, identifying, processing and finally this agency manifests via 
the expressing component of MAS. Of this process Jurist writes: “Identifying emotions 
indicates inception of agency; modulating the actualization of agency; and expressing the 
realization of agency” (2018, p.77). 
In this study, I am interested in a form of emotion regulation, mentalized affectivity, 
as it affects and intersects the relationship between romantic love and relationship 
satisfaction. I wish to understand how romantic love and relationships, and their 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction, will be affected if one is adept at modulating vis-a-vis 
mentalized affectivity, as measured by the Processing/Modulating component of the MAS. 
An important element of the task of mentalized affectivity is to understand that this 
involves the process of revaluing, and not just modulating, affects (Jurist, 2005). This can be 
understood as understanding that feelings are not constant and one might think differently 
about a situation even a short while later or decades later; we are constantly reappraising 
our emotional experiences. As we become intimate partners, we are attuned and alerted to 
the emotional and mental states of our partner and vice versa, and as such, each side 
engages in a mutual regulation of the other.  In the conclusion section which follows, this 




These studies form the links of my argument and provide justification for this 
current exploration of the role that mentalized affectivity plays in the relationship between 
romantic love and relationship satisfaction.  
Researchers have found that high levels of emotion regulation predict high levels of 
marital satisfaction. A​ positive correlation has been shown in many studies ​(Bloch et al., 
2014; Eisenberg et al., 2007; English et al., 2013; Levenson et al., 2013)​ between emotional 
modulation processes and relationship satisfaction. ​Romantic love, specifically the 
component of Intimacy (ATLS) has been shown to be positively correlated with 
relationship satisfaction (Overbeek et al., 2007). 
The modulating component, as measured by the Processing/Modulating element of 
the MAS scale, is concerned with revaluing and rethinking emotions, both inwardly with 
and to ourselves, and outwardly in our communications with others. It has been shown that 
a couple’s ability to engage in the co-regulation of emotions  is important to relationship 
satisfaction (Reed et al., 2015). Reed was concerned with partner’s influencing each other’s 
emotions in upregulation and downregulation. In this study, I am interested in a more 
complex form of emotion regulation that includes upregulation and downregulation and 
also the process of reappraising emotions.  Additionally, it has been demonstrated that high 
scores on the MAS are linked to greater life satisfaction (Greenberg et al., 2017). As it has 
been shown that partners engage in processes of coregulation and dysregulation, it seems 
likely that mentalized affectivity, as measured by the MAS, would correlate with 
relationship satisfaction as well as they involve similar constructs. Coregulation and 
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dysregulation concern the multi-directional ways each partner helps, or hinders, their 
partner’s emotional regulation. Mentalized affectivity’s modulating component is about 
how an individual revalues and rethinks their emotional experiences. It would seem that if 
an individual is skilled at this type of emotional regulation that they may increase their 
relationship satisfaction in a similar way. I am hoping to show how ​modulating affects the 
relationship between intimacy and relationship satisfaction such that better modulating 







The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the role that mentalized 
affectivity plays in the relationship between romantic love and relationship satisfaction. 
This chapter provides details of the participants, measures, procedures and data collection 
and research questions and hypotheses. 
 
Procedure 
Data was collected online in May of 2016 via the website ​www.musicaluniverse.org​, 
hosted by Qualtrics where participants can take a variety of psychological tests on music, 
personality, and social psychology in exchange for feedback about their scores. Providing 
participants with feedback about their scores on the measures they chose to complete was 
the motivation for participants to complete the measures accurately and carefully.  This 
data was ​anonymized, and was determined to be secondary use of data and exempt from 
review by the Ethical and Independent Review Board. ​Participants were recruited via 
popular international media outlets (e.g. CNN, IFLScience) who reported on the musical 
research being conducted  by various researchers and the musical universe website. ​An 
online information and consent statement was given to potential participants before 
allowing them to complete the measures (Appendix A).​ Then participants completed a 
basic demographic form and afterwards completed a battery of psychological measures 
that included the three measures included in this study: the Relationship Assessment Scale 
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(RAS; Hendrick, 1988; Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998), the Mentalized Affectivity Scale 
(MAS; Greenberg et al., 2017), and the Adapted Triangular Love Scale (​ATLS; Ahmetoglu, 
Swami, & Chamorro-Premuzic​, ​2010​). O​nly subjects who had completed all three of these 
measures and had indicated that they were currently in a relationship were included in this 
study. Because the data was collected online, I ensured that all of the responses came from 




The demographic information that was asked of participants, for the purposes of 
this study, included: sex, age, ethnicity, education, country of residence, and relationship 
status and type. Additional demographic information was asked of the participants, and 
this included: religiosity, parental status, income, occupation, musical identity and musical 
involvement, history of clinical psychiatric diagnosis, as well as questions about 
participants' history of trauma.  
 
Measures 
Adapted Triangular Love Scale. ​The Adapted Triangular Love Scale (ATLS; 
Ahmetoglu ​et al., ​2010) was used to measure the three components of Sternberg’s 
Triangular Theory of Love: ​passion, intimacy​ and ​decision/commitment​. It is a brief version 
of the original Triangular Love Scale developed in 1988 by Robert Sternberg. This original 
Triangular Love Scale had 72 items originally 24 items each for the components of 
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Intimacy, Passion and Commitment.  Sternberg worked on several versions of the 
Triangular Love Scale (1988). Lemieux and Hale (1999, 2000) created an adaptation of the 
original scale using 6 items of each of the three components for a total of an 18 item scale. 
It’s been shown to be highly correlated with the Rubin Love Scale (Rubin, 1970) in which 
the correlations were: 0.82 for passion, 0.71 for commitment, and 0.70 for intimacy 
(Sternberg, 1997). 
For this study, participants were given the 9 item version of the Sternberg’s 
Triangular Love Scale, entitled the Adapted Triangular Love Scale  (​Ahmetoglu et al.​, 2010). 
This 9 item version of the scale has three items each for each of the three subscales of 
Intimacy, Passion and Decision/Commitment.  Ahmetoglu’s version of the ATLS was 
selected for use in this study as it was shorter measure, thereby reducing participants’ test 
fatigue, while not sacrificing the validity or reliability of the Lemieux and Hale version of 
the scale (​Ahmetoglu et al., 2010; ​Lemieux and Hale, 1999​). 
 
Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS). ​The RAS (Hendrick, 1988; Hendrick et al., 
1998) or Relationship Assessment Scale is a 7-item scale designed to measure the general 
satisfaction of a partner in a relationship. It uses a 5-point rating system from 1 (“low 
satisfaction”) to 5 (“high satisfaction”). Higher response scores indicate greater 
relationship satisfaction. The RAS has demonstrated good reliability as shown by an alpha 
of 0.86, a mean inter-item correlation of 0.49, and a test-retest reliability of 0.85 (Hendrick 




Mentalized Affectivity Scale (MAS). ​The MAS is a 60-item scale designed to 
measure a form of emotion regulation called ​mentalized affectivity​.  The scale measures 
three aspects of mentalized affectivity: identifying emotions, modulating/processing 
emotions and expressing emotions.  Identifying emotions refers to one’s ability to identify 
their emotions and the emotions of others as well as to reflect on experiences that 
influence those emotions. Processing emotions refers to how well one can modulate and 
distinguish various emotions and emotional states. Expressing emotions refers to one’s 
ability to express emotions outwardly with others, and inwardly to one’s self.  Participants 
answer the questions using a 7-point rating system from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 
(“strongly agree”).  Excellent internal consistency has been reported with Cronbach’s Alpha 
of .93 for Identifying, .90 for Processing, and .88 for Expressing (Greenberg et al., 2017). 
 
Participants 
The study ran for two weeks until the goal of 500 participants in a relationship was 
reached. A total of 504 respondents comprised the online sample.  Of those who indicated 
their gender, 161 (32%) were male, 264 (52% ) were female, 7 (1%) were transgender, 
and 6 (1%) indicated "other". Sixty-six participants (13.1%) chose not to  answer the 
question. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 65 with a mean of 33.23 (​SD​ = 12.13). Of 
those who indicated their ethnicity, 328 (65%) were White Caucasian, 18 (3.6%) were 
Latino, 15 (3.4%) were Chinese, 7 (1.6%) were African-American or Black, 17 (3.9%) were 
of Mixed Race(s) and 53 (10.5%) identified as Other.  Sixty-six (13.1%) participants chose 
not to answer this question. Participants were from 38 different countries, with the United 
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States (42.35%)  and the United Kingdom (7.9%)  representing the majority (50.2%) of the 
subjects. The other countries that showed greater than 10 participants were: Germany 
5.4%, Canada 5.2%, Australia 3.6%, and Norway 3.6%. Seventy four (14.7%) of the 
participants did not indicate their country of residence. Educationally, 3 (0.6%) 
participants did not graduate high school, 71 (14.1%) have a high school diploma, 168 
(33.3%) have an undergraduate diploma, 134 (26.6%) have a graduate diploma, and 59 
(11.7%) were still continuing their education.  Of the 504 participants, 102 (20.2%) were in 
a relationship of less than a year;  172 (34.2%) were in a relationship between 1 year and 4 
years,  and 101 (20%) were in a relationship between 5 to 10 years. Therefore, almost 75% 
of the sample were in relationships of 10 years or less. The remaining 25% were in 
relationships from 11 to 46 years. The range of relationship length was less than 1 year to 
46 years.  Average relationship length was 7.86 years (SD = 9.85). 
 
Hypotheses 
1. Since the concept of adult co-regulation presupposes that responsiveness, 
sensitivity and attentiveness are central to optimal relationship partnering, I 
hypothesize that Processing MAS scores, will be positively associated with Intimacy 
scores of the ATLS. 
2. Since Processing has been shown to be positively correlated with life satisfaction 
(Greenberg et al., 2017), I hypothesize Processing MAS scores will be positively 
associated with RAS scores as well. 
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3. Consistent with Sternberg’s theory, which proposed that the three components of 
romantic love will be high for those who are satisfied in their relationships, I 
hypothesize that all three subscales of the ATLS will be positively associated with 
the RAS.  
4. People who modulate their emotions less are expected to find emotions hard to 
handle and be overwhelmed by emotional expressiveness, (Greenberg et al., 2017; 
Jurist, 2018), therefore, they will not show a strong relationship between emotional 
intimacy and satisfaction in their relationships.  Due to this, it is hypothesized that 
the Processing component of mentalized affectivity, (as measured by the MAS),  will 
moderate the relationship between Intimacy scores (as measured by the ATLS) and 
relationship satisfaction (as measured by the RAS), such that participants with 
greater capacity for Processing (MAS) will have a stronger association between 
Intimacy (ATLS)  and relationship satisfaction(RAS) than will participants who are 
not as proficient in Processing (MAS). See Figure 1 for proposed model. 
Research Questions 
1. How do the other two components of the MAS (Identifying, and Expressing) 
correlate with the three components of the Triangular Love Scale (Passion, 
Intimacy, and Commitment)? 
2. Do the Identifying and Expressing components of the MAS moderate the 
relationship between RAS and subscales of the ATLS?  
3. How does relationship length affect RAS? 
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4. How does relationship length affect the previously hypothesized relationship 
between RAS and Intimacy and Processing? 
 
Variables 
Independent variables  
As the study will be examining the relationship between romantic love and other 
variables, romantic love will be the independent variable and the three components of 
Sternberg’s Triangular Theory of Love will be measured using the Passion subscale of the 
ATLS, the Intimacy subscale of the ATLS, and the Commitment subscale of the ATLS. 
Dependent variable  
As we will examine the factors that influence relationship satisfaction in romantic 
relationships, relationship satisfaction, as measured by RAS, will be the dependent variable. 
Moderator variable  
Since I am proposing that aspects of mentalized affectivity will be influential in the 
relationship between romantic love and relationship satisfaction, the moderator variable 
will be the modulating/processing component of mentalized affectivity as measured by the 
Processing subscale of the MAS. 
Data Analysis Plan 
Data will be analysed using SPSS version 26.  Descriptive statistics and univariate 
analyses will check for outliers and other unusual data points.  Multiple regression will be 
utilized to determine the relationships amongst the scales being used and to test the 







The sample consists of 504 subjects who were gathered via Musicuniverse.org in 
May of 2016.  Characteristics and recruitment method of the sample are presented in the 
Methods chapter.  There were no missing data or dropouts in this sample, as only people 
who completed all measures were included in this sample.  
Reliability  
Alpha coefficients were computed to test for the internal consistency reliability of 
each of the self report scales.  All coefficients were adequate (Table 2), ranging from .69 to 
.93. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics for the sample on all of the measures are presented in Table 3. 
All variables show adequately normal distributions as evidenced by skew and kurtosis 
falling (roughly) between 1 and -1. Data was checked for outliers and there were no 
significant (>3SD) outliers on any of the scales. 
Table 4 presents intercorrelations amongst scales used in this study.  As expected, 
correlations among the MAS subscales are in the positive range between .214 and .266. 
Also as expected, subscales of the ATLS scale were positively correlated in the moderate 






Relationship of Demographic and Background Variables to Dependent and 
Mediator Variables 
To test whether demographic or background variables were associated with the 
dependent or mediator variables a variety of statistical analyses were conducted.  Variables 
which showed significant associations would be used as covariates in the main hypothesis 
tests. 
Gender. ​Gender was coded as a 4 group variable (male, female, trans, other) and 
was therefore tested using a one way analysis of variance (Table 5). Of the 4 ANOVAs 
conducted, only MAS Identifying showed significant associations with gender.  Post hoc 
Tukey tests were conducted to determine where the differences lay. Results found that 
males tended to score lower (M = 4.94, SD = .94) than females (M = 5.41, SD = .74) on the 
Identifying scale (​p​ < .001). 
Ethnicity. ​Fifteen ethnicities were represented in the sample, with many having 
only one or a few subjects in each category.  The majority of the sample was Caucasian (​n​ = 
328, 78.9%).  Therefore tests of ethnicity were conducted comparing Caucasian and 
non-Caucasian subjects using four independent sample ​t​-tests (Table 6). None of these 
tests were statistically significant, indicating there were no differences between Caucasian 
and non-Caucasian subjects on any of the 4 variables. 
 Age. ​Pearson correlations were computed to test for associations between age and 
the dependent and mediating variables. Two variables showed significant associations with 
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age: MAS Processing and MAS Expressing. Both were positively associated with age and 
were small in effect size (Table 7). 
Relationship Length. ​Pearson correlations were computed to test for associations 
between relationship length and the dependent and mediating variables. Only the 
correlation with MAS Identifying was significant, with a negative but small effect size 
found. The other three variables were not significantly associated with relationship length 
(Table 8). 
Education. ​Spearman’s rho correlations were conducted to test whether education 
was associated with the dependent or mediating variables.  Two were significant: RAS and 
MAS Processing.  Both showed small but positive correlations with education (Table 9). 
 Income. ​Spearman correlations were conducted to determine whether income was 
associated with the dependent or mediating variables.  None of the associations were 
significant (Table 10). 
Summary. ​In summary, RAS was significantly associated with education, and 
therefore analyses using RAS as a dependent variable will use education as a covariate.  Age 
and education were associated with MAS Processing and will therefore be covariates in 
analyses using that variable.  Age was also associated with MAS Expressing and will be used 
as a covariate with that variable.  And finally, gender and relationship length were 






Processing MAS scores, will be positively associated with Intimacy scores of the ATLS. 
Multiple regression was used to test whether Intimacy was associated with 
Processing.  The variables entered included the covariates of education and age.  After 
controlling for education and age, Intimacy was a significant unique predictor of Processing 
(B = .174, ​p​ < .001), explaining 3.3% of the variability.  Intimacy was positively associated, 
such that increased levels of Intimacy were associated with increased levels of Processing. 
This supports Hypothesis 1. 
Hypothesis 2 
Processing MAS scores will be positively associated with RAS scores. 
Multiple regression was used to test whether Processing was associated with 
Relationship Satisfaction.  The variables entered included the covariate of education.  After 
controlling for education, Processing was a significant unique predictor of Relationship 
Satisfaction (B = .197, ​p​ < .001), explaining 3.9% of the variability.  Processing was 
positively associated, such that increased levels of Processing were associated with 
increased levels of Relationship Satisfaction.  This supports Hypothesis 2. 
Hypothesis 3 
All three subscales of the ATLS will be positively associated with the RAS.  
To test the third hypothesis, a multiple regression was performed using all three 
ATLS subscales to predict Relationship Satisfaction after controlling for education (Table 
11). After controlling for education, the three ATLS subscales were positively and 
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significantly associated with Relationship Satisfaction.  Together, these three variables 
explained 65.4% (R​2 ​change​ =  .654, ​F​change​ ​(3, 430) = 279.251, ​p ​ < .001) of the variability in 
Relationship Satisfaction, a large effect size.  Table 12 also describes the square of the 
semipartial correlations of the ATLS subscales to Relationship Satisfaction, the amount of 
unique variability explained by each subscale, with Intimacy being the largest at .17. This 
supports Hypothesis 3. 
Hypothesis 4 
The Processing component of mentalized affectivity will moderate the relationship 
between Intimacy scores and relationship satisfaction scores such that participants with a 
greater capacity for Processing will have a stronger association between Intimacy and 
relationship satisfaction than will participants who are not as proficient in Processing. 
A multiple regression was conducted to test whether the MAS Processing moderates 
the relationship between Intimacy and Relationship Satisfaction. Age and education were 
used as control variables, and the interaction effect of Processing and Intimacy was 
examined to test for moderation (Table 13, Figure 2).  A nonsignificant interaction effect 
between Processing scores and Intimacy scores was found (​B​ = -.0214, ​p ​= .59), indicating 
that Processing was not a significant moderator. The interaction accounted for only 0.03% 
of the variability in RAS scores (R​2​change ​= .0003, ​F​(1,429) = 0.29, ​p​ = .59).  This does not 
support Hypothesis 4. 
 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 
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How do the other two components of the MAS (Identifying, and Expressing) correlate 
with the three components of the Triangular Love Scale (Passion, Intimacy, and 
Commitment)? 
Multiple regression analyses were performed to determine the relationship among 
MAS subscales of Expressing and Identifying ATLS with ATLS subscales of Intimacy, 
Passion, and Commitment.  Covariates of age and relationship length were included for 
analyses involving Passion and Commitment since age and relationship length showed 
significant relationships with these variables. 
After controlling for age and relationship satisfaction, Identifying was not 
significantly associated with Passion (B = .022, ​t ​= 0.464​, p ​= .643) or Commitment (B = 
-.042, ​t ​= -0.732​, p ​= .465).  Identifying was associated, however, with Intimacy (B = .114, ​t​ = 
2.659, ​p​ = .008).  
After controlling for age and relationship satisfaction, Expressing was not 
significantly associated with Passion (B = .069, ​t ​= 1.676​, p ​= .094) or Commitment (B = 
.040, ​t ​= 0.796​, p ​= .427).  On the other hand, Expressing was associated with Intimacy (B = 
.149, ​t​ = 3.982, ​p​ < .001).  
Research Question 2 
Do the Identifying and Expressing components of the MAS moderate the relationship 
between RAS and subscales of the ATLS? 
Two multiple regressions were conducted to test whether the MAS Identifying or 
MAS Expressing moderates the relationship between Intimacy and Relationship 
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Satisfaction. Education was used as a covariate in both regressions and the interaction 
effects of the specific MAS subscale and Intimacy were examined to test for moderation.  
Identifying. ​The results for Identifying are presented in Table 14 and Figure 3.  A 
nonsignificant interaction effect between Identifying scores and Intimacy scores was found 
(B = .0365, ​p ​= .31), indicating that Identifying was not a significant moderator. The 
interaction accounted for only 0.11% of the variability in RAS scores (R​2​change​ = .0011, 
F​(1,415) = 1.01, ​p​ = .31).  Significant main effects of Intimacy and Identifying were found, 
with positive association with Intimacy and a negative association with Identifying.  This 
indicates that as Identifying increases, Relationship Satisfaction decreases, while increases 
in Intimacy (as found in Hypothesis 4) are associated with increases in Relationship 
Satisfaction. 
Expressing. ​The results for Expressing are presented in Table 14 and Figure 4. 
Again, a nonsignificant interaction effect between Expressing scores and Intimacy scores 
was found (B = -.0139, ​p ​= .66), indicating that Expressing was not a significant moderator. 
The interaction accounted for only 0.02% of the variability in RAS scores (R​2​change​ = .0002, 
F​(1,429) = 0.199, ​p​ = .66).  As with the hypothesis test, a significant main effect of Intimacy 
was found, such that increases in Intimacy were associated with increases in Relationship 
Satisfaction. 
Research Question 3 
How does relationship length affect Relationship Satisfaction? 
A Pearson correlation between RAS scores and relationship length found that there 
was no significant relationship between the two, ​r​ (504) = -.023, ​p​ = .60.  Although this 
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relationship was not significant, the fourth research question (“how does relationship 
length affect the relationship between RAS and Intimacy and Processing”) was also tested.  
Research Question 4 
How does relationship length affect the previously hypothesized relationship between 
Relationship Satisfaction and Intimacy and Processing? 
Although the relationship between length and satisfaction was not significant, the 
second part of the research question was tested using three different models. In the first 
model, a moderation model similar to the one used to test Hypothesis 4 was conducted but 
adding relationship length as a predictor (Research Question 4a). This model tested 
whether Processing moderated the relationship between Intimacy and Relationship 
Satisfaction after controlling for relationship length.  Results are essentially unchanged, 
with a non-significant interaction between Intimacy and Processing (B = -.0218, ​p​ = .59). 
Even when controlling for relationship length, Processing did not moderate the 
relationship between Intimacy and Relationship Satisfaction.  
Several other models were also tested to explore the possible relationship of these 
associations with relationship length.  A second model (Research Question 4b) was tested 
using relationship length as a second additional moderator of the relationship between 
Intimacy and Relationship Satisfaction (Figure 5).  This interaction effect (Relationship 
Length X Intimacy) was not significant (B = -.0232; ​p​ = .56; R​2​change​ due to the interaction = 
.0004). Then a third model (Research Question 4c) was tested using Processing as a 
moderator of the relationship between Intimacy and RAS, and with Relationship length as a 
moderator of the moderation (Figure 6).  This interaction (Relationship Length X Intimacy 
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X Processing) also was not significant (B = -.003; ​p ​= .55; R​2​change​ due to the interaction = 
.0004).  Relationship length did not, ultimately, affect the relationship among Intimacy, 
Processing, and Relationship Satisfaction. 
 







In this dissertation the role that mentalized affectivity plays in the relationship 
between romantic love and relationship satisfaction was examined. This was a quantitative 
study of 504 participants who were all currently in a romantic relationship. These 
participants​ completed a battery of psychological measures that included the Relationship 
Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988), the Mentalized Affectivity Scale (MAS; Greenberg, 
et al., 2017), and the Adapted Triangular Love Scale (​ATLS; Ahmetoglu, ​et al.,​2010​). 
Findings will be reviewed and then discussed below. 
 
Summarization and Discussion of Findings 
Hypothesis 1 was supported: Intimacy was positively associated with 
Processing/Modulating. Intimacy increases as ability to modulate emotions increases. This 
finding is supported by Tani et al. (2015) as the authors discussed the ability to regulate 
emotions being a protective factor in maintaining intimacy in one’s relationship. Intimacy, 
like the ability to modulate emotions, is a fluid process and it is an expected finding that 
being better at regulating one’s emotions would make one more likely have better results 
vis- a vis Intimacy in their relationships. Tani et al. (2015) also reported finding that 
emotion dysregulation negatively affects intimacy in romantic relationships.  
Hypothesis 2 was supported: MAS Processing/Modulating was positively associated 
with relationship satisfaction. Greater ability to modulate emotions is linked to greater 
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relationship satisfaction. This is similar to findings of a previous study which found that 
Processing/Modulating was related to life satisfaction (Greenberg et al., 2017). This is also 
consistent with other researchers who have used a more general concept of emotional 
regulation, and found that higher levels of emotion regulation predicted higher levels of 
marital satisfaction (Bloch et al., 2014; Eisenberg et al., 2007; English et al., 2013; Levenson 
et al., 2013)​.  In discussing Processing/Modulating, Jurist describes: “Modulating emotions 
means processing them rather than just experiencing” and goes on to describe choosing the 
word “modulate” as his preferred descriptor as  “modulation connotes being responsive, 
making adjustments, and making efforts to blend and join together important aspects of 
how emotions can be valued and revalued” (2018, p. 30-31). It is notable that preliminary 
analyses found that not all components of mentalized affectivity were associated with 
relationship satisfaction; Identifying was not associated with relationship satisfaction, 
while Expressing was. This highlights the importance of distinguishing these three 
constructs.  
 ​Hypothesis 3 was also supported: all three of the ATLS variables positively 
predicted Relationship Satisfaction. Higher scores on ATLS Passion, Intimacy and 
Commitment were all predictors of higher relationship satisfaction. These findings 
replicate other studies (ref, xxxx) which show that higher scores on Intimacy, Passion and 
Commitment were positively correlated with higher satisfaction levels in romantic 
relationships.  This is consistent with Sternberg’s postulate derived from the Triangular 
Theory of Love . 
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 Hypothesis 4 was not supported: Processing/Modulating did not moderate the 
relationship between Intimacy and Relationship Satisfaction.  R​egardless of the 
participants’ ability to modulate emotions, relationship satisfaction increased as intimacy 
scores increased. It was expected that ​people who modulate their emotions less would find 
their emotions hard to handle and be overwhelmed by emotional expressiveness, 
(Greenberg et al., 2017; Jurist, 2018), leading to a less strong relationship between 
emotional intimacy and satisfaction in their relationships. This did not occur.  ​This finding 
is perplexing, but appears to indicate that low modulating participants did ​not ​find their 
emotions hard to handle or overwhelming as predicted. This finding requires further 
research to determine whether this is the case.  
Furthermore, the finding of a main effect for Intimacy suggests that Intimacy 
increases relationship satisfaction so much so that regardless of low or high ability to 
modulate emotions, as long as Intimacy was increasing, Relationship Satisfaction scores 
increased as well. There was also a significant main effect relationship between 
Processing/Modulating and Relationship Satisfaction, indicating that the most satisfied 
participants in the study had the highest Processing/Modulating scores. Therefore MAS 
Processing/Modulating predicts Relationship Satisfaction directly.  
 
In terms of Research Question 1,  Identifying was not associated with Passion or 
Commitment but it was positively associated with Intimacy. Thus, being able to Identify 
emotions, inwardly and outwardly, is associated with higher Intimacy capacities. 
Expressing was not positively associated with Passion or Commitment but was positively 
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associated with Intimacy. This demonstrates that relationship intimacy increases as one’s 
ability to express emotions increases. This finding is consistent with Jurist’s (2018) 
theoretical ideas.  Specifically, since Identifying is concerned with figuring out one’s own 
specific feelings and the ability to know what emotion one is experiencing with oneself and 
also in one’s relationship would support the development and maintenance of intimacy 
with a partner.  Similarly, the relationship between Expressing and Intimacy also supports 
Jurist’s theory as Expressing is concerned with the ability to share one’s emotions with 
another as well as with oneself. If one is skilled at the ability to share their feelings in their 
relationship, again, this would support the development and maintenance of intimacy in 
the relationship. 
Research Question 2 found that neither Identifying nor Expressing moderated the 
relationship between Intimacy and Relationship Satisfaction.  Thus, the ability to identify 
emotions or to express them had no impact on the relationship between Intimacy and 
Relationship Satisfaction. This finding is similar to the results from Hypothesis 4, which 
found that Processing/Modulating did not moderate the relationship between Intimacy and 
Relationship Satisfaction. Therefore, with the addition of these results of Research Question 
2, none of the MAS variables moderated the relationship between Intimacy and 
Relationship Satisfaction.  Simply put, having a low Identifying or Expressing ability did not 
yield different results than having a high Identifying or Expressing ability.  ​Furthermore, 
the finding of a main effect for Intimacy suggests that Intimacy increases relationship 
satisfaction so much so that regardless of low or high ability to identify emotions or 
express them that as long as Intimacy was increasing, Relationship Satisfaction scores 
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increased as well. Another main effect was that regardless of level of Intimacy, Identifying 
affects Relationship Satisfaction; this was not true for Expressing as it did not affect 
Relationship Satisfaction scores.  A curious finding is that low Identifying scores had the 
highest Relationship Satisfaction scores, a finding that is the inverse of what was expected. 
This was the opposite of the findings related to low, average and high MAS scores of 
Processing/Modulating and Expressing which both showed high Processors/Modulators or 
Expressors scoring higher than low or average results. This requires further research to 
determine the meaning of these results. One understanding might be that too much 
mentalizing is not good for relationship satisfaction as it takes away from the experience of 
being in the relationship, i.e., it isn’t good for one’s relationship if one is ​always​ identifying 
their emotions as opposed to simply being in the moment. 
Research Question 3 resulted in a finding that Relationship Length was not 
associated with Relationship Satisfaction. Contrary to previous research (Cowan & Cowan, 
2000; Hulur & Costano, 2019; Lavner & Bradbury, 2010), the length of time in a 
relationship did not affect relationship satisfaction in this study. This finding is confusing 
and there are several methodological factors that may account for this result.  
Firstly, a possible reason for this discrepancy may be due to the self-selection 
process of participating in an online research study, as perhaps people who are very 
dissatisfied in their relationship would not choose to participate in a study examining 
relationship satisfaction. Therefore the subject pool might be more likely to be skewed 
toward participants who were more satisfied in their relationships. Another possible 
reason might be that over 20% of the subject pool had been in a relationship for under a 
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year, and 34% between 1 and 4 years. Therefore 54% of the sample was in a relationship of 
four years or under; in relative terms, a relationship under four years is not a very long 
amount of time. Thirdly, many of the studies that found associations with length of 
relationship examined couples who were newly married but these studies did not report 
how long these couples had been in a relationship before marriage. Therefore, though a 
couple did fit the criteria of a “newlywed” they might have been in a relationship for 10 
years. Thus, the current sample differs significantly from the other studies in how 
relationship length was measured. My measurement of relationship length does not 
confound length of Commitment with relationship length, thus the current 
operationalization of this construct more accurately measures the participant’s entire 
relationship’s duration. If we account for this measurement difference, the findings of 
relationship satisfaction declining over time, may need to be reexamined with a more 
specific measurement instrument to determine when relationship satisfaction is found to 
decline.  
Research Question 4a showed that even when controlling for relationship length, 
Processing/Modulating did not moderate the relationship between Intimacy and 
Relationship Satisfaction.  As stated above in addressing Research Question 3, the 
difference in measurement of relationship length may also be a factor in the lack of findings 
here. It appears that the finding of no moderating effect of Processing/Modulating holds 
regardless of length of relationship. 
Nor did relationship length moderate the relationship among these variables even 
when tested in a variety of models, including adding it as a second moderator (Research 
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Question 4b) and also in a model using moderated moderation (Research Question 4c). 
Thus, the positive relationship between Intimacy and Relationship Satisfaction was not 
influenced by relationship length.  
Implications 
The main implications of this study are that one’s ability to engage in modulation of 
one’s affects and emotions is directly related to one’s level of intimacy in one’s romantic 
relationship. The second main finding is that this ability to modulate and process emotions 
is significantly correlated with one’s satisfaction in one’s romantic relationship. (The most 
satisfied participants in the study had the highest scores on Processing/Modulating.) The 
implication of these findings for clinical practice show that if clinicians can help patients 
improve their ability to modulate their own emotions this will directly affect their 
satisfaction in their romantic relationships. Similarly, if patients presenting for treatment 
regarding issues with intimacy in relationships are able to work on their ability to process 
and modulate their own affective states, this research shows that they are likely to improve 
their levels of intimacy in romantic relationships. 
 
Limitations 
One aspect of this study that should be noted is that half of the participants were in 
a relationship of four years or less (54.4%). This is a relatively short relationship length, 
and thus this aspect needs to be kept in mind when examining the results of this study. 
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Another limitation of this study is the fact that only one part of each couple participated in 
the research study, as only one part of each couple completed the measures.  This 
limitation leaves an incomplete picture of truly understanding the participant’s romantic 
relationships.  Additionally, results may be affected by the fact that the Adapted Triangular 
Love Scale was used as opposed to using the full research measure for the Triangular Love 
Scale. ​Another limitation of the study regards the category of Intimacy in Sternberg’s 
Triangular Love Scale.Though Sternberg successfully captures the positive aspects of 
intimacy in his scale, there is no mention or description of the negative aspects or dark 
sides of intimacy. Sternberg cites ten variables of Intimacy (Sternberg, 1998) and none of 
these variables make mention of managing feelings of aggression, jealousy, envy or hate in 
the relationship. Goldberg, (1993), discusses the need for us to accept and manage hateful 
feelings first toward ourselves and later regarding our romantic partners as the author 
states this is a crucial step toward the development of the capacity for a mature love 
relationship. Though these disconsolate elements of intimacy are less often considered 
when discussing intimacy, they are as important to keep in mind as the positive aspects of 
intimacy with regard to romantic relationships. As in all very close relationships, feelings of 
aggression and hate must be successfully managed, as if they are not, they can damage the 
love relationship beyond repair. It would be a great benefit to the field if a scale were 
developed that measured participant's positive and negative aspects of intimate love. 
Directions for Future Research 
Since the sample was collected in 2016, another love scale, the Capacity to Love 
Inventory (CTL-1)  has been developed (​Kapusta, et. al., 2018)​. This scale aims to measure 
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the capacity to love via six dimensions: Interest in the life project of the other, Basic trust, 
Humility and gratitude, Common ego ideal, Permanence of sexual passion, and Acceptance 
of loss/jealousy/mourning.  Administering this scale with the MAS and the ATLS  would 
likely lead to more insight regarding how mentalized affectivity intersects with the capacity 
to love. This would offer researchers and clinicians insight into the “capacity to love” that 
people have prior to relationships, this information could provide data regarding ways to 
positively affect people’s levels of relationship satisfaction. Perhaps this could occur by 
identifying some traits that participants who scored low on the scale displayed, thereby 
giving clinicians an idea of what aspects of self they could help patients remediate.  
Conclusion 
In this study, the role that  mentalized affectivity plays in the relationship between 
romantic love and relationship satisfaction was investigated.  A sample of 504 participants 
completed the measures of Mentalized Affectivity Scale, Adapted Triangular Love Scale, and 
the Relationship Assessment Scale. The first three ​Hypotheses in this study​ were 
supported.  Hypothesis 1: ​Intimacy was positively associated with Processing/Modulating. 
Hypothesis 2: MAS Processing/ Modulating was positively associated with Relationship 
Satisfaction.  And, Hypothesis 3: All three of the ATLS variables positively predicted 
Relationship Satisfaction. However, contrary to existing research, Hypothesis 4: 
Processing/Modulating did not moderate the relationship between Intimacy and 
Relationship Satisfaction which was an unexpected and perplexing finding. Possible 
reasons for this finding are discussed previously in the Summarization and Discussion of 
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Findings section. These results show the important effect that one’s ability to modulate 
emotions has on one’s romantic relationship, as being better skilled at modulating affects 
and emotions predicts greater intimacy levels in romantic relationships as well as greater 
levels of relationship satisfaction. Finally, intimacy was shown to be highly significant to 
relationship satisfaction thereby supporting prior research that maintaining this 





















































The Adapted Triangular Love Scale 
  
                                                                                                     Disagree                       Agree 
1 My partner and I share personal information with each 
other 
1 2 3 4 5 
2 I am strongly attracted to my partner 1 2 3 4 5 
3 I think my relationship with my partner will last forever 1 2 3 4 5 
4 I can tell everything to my partner 1 2 3 4 5 
5 I find my partner sexually attractive 1 2 3 4 5 
6* I will probably have another love relationship later in my 
life 
1 2 3 4 5 
7* My partner rarely understands how I feel 1 2 3 4 5 
8 I tend to feel sexually aroused when my partner is with 
me 
1 2 3 4 5 
9* I often think of being with other men/women 1 2 3 4 5 
 
* Reverse score these items 
 
Scoring: 
1 + 4 + 7 = Intimacy (how close you are to your partner) 
2 + 5 + 8 = Passion (how passionate you are about your partner) 




RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE  
 
 Low                  High 
1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 1 2 3 4 5 
2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 1 2 3 4 5 
3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 1 2 3 4 5 
4. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten into this relationship? 1 2 3 4 5 
5. To what extent has your relationship met your original 
expectations? 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. How much do you love your partner? 1 2 3 4 5 
7. How many problems are there in your relationship? 1 2 3 4 5 
Scoring:  ​Items 4 and 7 are reverse-scored. Then all items are averaged. 
Hendrick, S., Dicke, A., & Hendrick, C. (1998). The Relationship Assessment Scale. ​Journal of 




Mentalized Affectivity Scale (MAS) 
 
Here are a number of statements about emotions that may or may not apply to you. Please 


















1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
1.____ I often think about how the emotions that I feel stem from earlier life experiences (e.g. 
family dynamics during childhood). 
2.____ I can express my emotions clearly to others. 
3.____ I am good at understanding other people’s complex emotions. 
4.____ I use tools I have learned to help when I am in difficult emotional situations. 
5.____ I can see how prior relationships influence my current emotions. 
6.____ I can still think rationally even if my emotions are complex. 
7.____ I am able to wait to act on my emotions. 
8.____ I put effort into managing my emotions. 
9.____ It is hard for me to talk about my complex emotions. 
10.____ When I am filled with a negative emotion, I know how to handle it. 
11.____ I often know the reasons why I feel the emotions I do. 
12.____ Understanding my emotional experience is an ongoing process. 
13.____ I am often confused about the emotions that I feel. 
14.____ I am able to adjust my emotions to be more precise. 
15.____ It is hard for me to manage my emotions. 
16.____ Knowing about my childhood experiences helps to put my present emotions within a 
larger context. 
17.____ It is easy for me to notice when I am feeling different emotions at the same time. 
18.____ I often think about my past experiences to help me understand emotions that I feel in the 
present. 
19.____ I am able to keep my emotions to myself if the timing to express them isn’t right. 
20.____ I often keep my emotions inside. 
21.____ I can easily label “basic emotions” (fear, anger, sadness, joy, and surprise) that I feel. 
22.____ I am good at increasing emotions that I want to feel more. 
23.____ I am good at controlling my emotions. 
24.____ When I express my emotions to others, it is usually jumbled. 
25.____ When I am filled with a positive emotion, I know how to keep the feeling going. 
26.____ I am good at controlling emotions that I do not want to feel. 
27.____ I am quick to act on my emotions. 
28.____ It helps me to know the reasons behind why I feel the way that I do. 
29.____ I am aware of recurrent patterns to my emotions. 
30.____ People tell me I am good at expressing my emotions. 
31.____ If I feel something, I prefer not to discuss it with others. 
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32.____ It takes me a while to know how I am really feeling. 
33.____ I try to understand the complexity of my emotions. 
34.____ It is important for me to acknowledge my own true feelings. 
35.____ I often figure out where my emotions stem from. 
36.____ If I feel something, I rather not convey it to others. 
37.____ I often look back at my life history to help inform my current emotional state and 
situation. 
38.____ I am open to what others say about me to help me know what I am feeling. 
39.____ People get confused when I try to express my emotions. 
40.____ Sometimes it is good to keep my emotions to myself. 
41.____ I am good at distinguishing between different emotions that I feel. 
42.____ I am curious about identifying my emotions. 
43.____ If a feeling makes me feel uncomfortable, I can easily get rid of it. 
44.____ I often know what I feel but choose not to reveal it outwardly. 
45.____ If I feel something, it often comes pouring out of me. 
46.____ I try to put effort into identifying my emotions. 
47.____ I can pinpoint childhood experiences that influence the way that I often think and feel. 
48.____ If I feel something, I will convey it to others. 
49.____ Thinking about other people’s emotional experiences helps me to think about my own. 
50.____ I can see how prior relationships influence the relationships that I have now. 
51.____ It is helpful to think about how my emotions stem from family dynamics. 
52.____ I am open to other people’s view of me because it helps me to better understand myself. 
53.____ I rarely think about the reasons behind why I am feeling a certain way. 
54.____ It’s important to understand the major life events that have had an impact on my 
behavior. 
55.____ I am not aware of the emotions I’m feeling when in conversation. 
56.____ I am more comfortable ‘talking around’ emotions I am feeling, rather than talking about 
them directly. 
57.____ I can quickly identify my emotions without having to think too much about it. 
58.____ I am able to understand my emotions within the context of my surroundings. 
59.____ I can tell if I am feeling a combination of emotions at the same time. 
60.____ I am interested in learning about why I feel certain emotions more frequently than 
others. 
 
Greenberg, D. M., Kolasi, J., Hegsted, C. P., Berkowitz, Y., & Jurist, E. L., (2017). Mentalized 
affectivity: A new model and assessment of emotion regulation. ​PLoS ONE​, ​12(10): e0185264. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
MAS scoring (“R” denotes reverse-scored items): 
 
Identifying: 1, 4, 5, 8, 12, 16, 18, 28, 29, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 42, 46, 47, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53R, 54,                        
60. 
Processing: 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13R, 14, 15R, 17, 21, 22, 23, 24R, 25, 26, 32R, 39R, 41, 43, 55R, 57,                      
58, 59.  










Sternberg’s Types of Love as Components of Intimacy, Passion, and Commitment. 
Type of Love Intimacy Passion Commitment 
Liking or Friendship X   
Infatuation or Limerence  X  
Empty Love   X 
Romantic Love X X  
Companionate Love X  X 
Fatuous Love  X X 






 ​Alpha coefficients 
Scale N items Alpha 
RAS   7 .89 
MAS  Identifying 20 .93 
MAS  Processing 20  .90 
-MAS Expressing 20 .88 
ATLS Passion 3 .85 
ATLS Intimacy 3 .69 
ATLS Commitment 3 .79 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
Note​.​ RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale.; MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = 
Adapted Triangular Love Scale. 
  





Descriptive statistics for the sample (N = 504).  
  Min  Max  M  SD  Skew SE Kurtosis SE 
RAS 1.29 5.00 4.01 .80 -.904 .109 .232 .217 
MAS Identifying 2.08 6.92 5.23 .85 -.414 .109 .163 .217 
MAS Processing 1.83 6.74 4.64 .81 -.260 .109 .220 .217 
MAS Expressing 1.31 6.38 3.60 .98 .136 .109 -.366 .217 
ATLS Intimacy 1.00 5.00 3.96 .83 -.758 .109 -.048 .217 
ATLS Passion 1.00 5.00 4.01 .85 -1.042 .109 1.09 .217 
ATLS 
Committment 
1.00 5.00 3.45 1.08 -.331 .109 -.692 .217 
 ​Note​.​ RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale.; MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = Adapted 
Triangular Love Scale. 









1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. MAS Identifying --             
2. MAS Processing .214​** --           
3. MAS Expressing .266​** .254​** --         
4. RAS mean .042 .202​** .159​** --       
5. ATLS Intimacy .118​** .192​** .175​** .713​** --     
6. ATLS Passion .016 .160​** .062 .592​** .479​** --   
7. ATLS 
Commitment 
-.065 .138​** .034 .573​** .439​** .391​** -- 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Note​.​ RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale.; MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = 





Table  5 
Analysis of variance: differences by gender (4 groups). 
 Variable Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F p 
RAS Between 
Groups 
1.408 3 .469 .734 .532 
Within 
Groups 
277.505 434 .639     
Total 278.913 437       
MAS Identifying Between 
Groups 
22.739 3 7.580 11.067 .000 
Within 
Groups 
297.240 434 .685     
Total 319.979 437       
MAS Processing Between 
Groups 
1.401 3 .467 .725 .538 
Within 
Groups 
279.753 434 .645     
Total 281.155 437       
MAS Expressing Between 
Groups 
3.531 3 1.177 1.210 .306 
Within 
Groups 
422.247 434 .973     
Total 425.778 437       





Difference in Dependent and Mediating Variables Based on Ethnicity. 
   Caucasian 
(n = 328) 
Non-Caucasian 
(n = 110) 
      
Variable M (SD) M (SD) t df p 
RAS 4.05 (0.80) 3.95 (0.78) 1.061 436 .29 
MAS Identifying 5.25 (0.86) 5.20 (0.83) 0.547 436 .58 
 MAS 
Processing 
4.66 (0.80) 4.56 (0.82) 1.200   436  .23 
MAS 
Expressing 
3.67  (0.97) 3.51 (1.04)  1.450  436  .15 
Note​.​ RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale.; MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale. 
*​p ​< .05.  **​p​ < .01 




Pearson correlations: Age  
  
RAS MAS Identifying MAS Processing MAS Expressing 
AGE r .013 -.053 .115​* .103​* 
p .791 .268 .016 .031 
 ​Note​.​ RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale.; MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale. 




 Table 8 




RAS r -.023 
p .599 
    
MAS Identifying r -.100​* 
p .024 
    
MAS Processing r .085 
p .058 
    
MAS Expressing r .065 
p .144 
    
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 





Spearman’s rho correlations: Education 




RAS r .115​* 
p .016 
MAS Expressing r -.090 
p .060 
MAS Identifying r .080 
p .096 
MAS Processing r .115​* 
p .017 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 





Spearman correlations: Income 




RAS r .079 
p .106 
MAS Expressing  r .012 
 p .805 
MAS Identifying  r -.088 
 p .073 
MAS Processing  r .047 
 p .340 






Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Relationship Satisfaction from 3 ATLS Subscales. 
 
    Coefficients 
Step Variable B SEB b t p semipartial 
r​2 
r​2​sp 
1​a Constant 3.737 .143   26.116 < .001   
  Education 0.085 .041 .100   2.100    .036 .01 
2​ b Constant 0.309 .147     2.098    .036   
  Education 0.068 .024 .080   2.861    .004 .006 
  MAS Intimacy 0.466 .032 .489 14.769 < .001 .170 
  MAS Passion 0.244 .030 .261   8.028 < .001 .050 
  MAS Commitment 0.192 .024 .257   8.001 < .001 .050 
Note​. RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale.; MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = 
Adapted Triangular Love Scale. 
a​ R​2​ = .01, ​F​(1, 433) = 4.408, ​p​ = .036 





Regression Analysis: Intimacy Predicting Relationship Satisfaction, Moderated by Processing. 
 
  Coefficients 
Variable B SEB   t p   
Constant 3.8137 .1250   30.5158 <.001 
ATLS Intimacy (A)   .6748 .0321   21.0485 <.001 
MAS Processing (B)   .0672 .0337     1.9963   .047 
A X B​a  -.0214 .0400    -0.5361   .59 
Age  -.0001 .0022    -0.0432   .97 
Education   .0644 .0282     2.2840   .02 
Note​.​ MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = Adapted Triangular Love Scale.  
R​2​ = .534, ​F ​(5, 429) = 98.434, ​p ​ < .001. 





Regression Analysis: Intimacy Predicting Relationship Satisfaction, Moderated by Identifying. 
  Coefficients 
Variable B SEB   t p   
Constant  3.7592 .1451   25.9106 <.001   
ATLS Intimacy (A)  0.7001 .0319   21.9246 <.001   
MAS Identifying (B) -0.0805 .0329    -2.4454   .01   
A X B​a  0.0365 .0362     1.0062   .31   
Relationship Length -0.0015 .0029    -0.5218   .60   
Education  0.0713 .0287     2.4877   .01   
Sex  0.0146 .0575     0.2545   .80   
Note​.​ MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = Adapted Triangular Love Scale.  
R​2​ = .542, ​F ​(6, 415) = 81.722, ​p ​ < .001 





Regression Analysis: Intimacy Predicting Relationship Satisfaction, Moderated by Expressing.  
  Coefficients 
Variable B SEB   t p   
Constant 3.7693 .1237   30.4746 <.001 
ATLS Intimacy (A)   .6792 .0323   21.0413 <.001 
MAS Expressing (B)   .0311 .0274     1.1344   .26 
A X B​a  -.0139 .0310    -0.4464   .66 
Education   .0749 .0282     2.6529   .008 
Sex   .0001 .0022     0.0677   .95 
Note​.​ MAS = Mentalized Affectivity Scale; ATLS = Adapted Triangular Love Scale.  
R​2​ = .5313, ​F ​(5, 429) = 97.279, ​p ​ < .001 
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